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ABSTRACT

This study is an attempt to ascertain the sources of
legislation introduced during the Forty-first North Dakota
Legislative Assembly in 1969.

The purpose is to explore a

new area of legislative behavior in an attempt to better
understand the legislative process.
A questionnaire was mailed to all legislators in the
1969 session indicating those bills and resolutions of which
they were the prime sponsor.

The questionnaire was designed

to elicit which of nine categories listed was the source of
each particular piece of legislation.

The data was coded

and correlated with various variables such as political
party, tenure, residency, leadership, occupation, and
chairmanships.
The study indicates that North Dakota legislators tend
to rely on their own ideas for their primary source of legis
lation.

It also shows that bills which originate in the

executive branch of state government have the highest passfail ratio in the legislature.

A third point which became

evident is that North Dakota legislators appear to be pri
marily ''trustees" in their role as lawmakers.

Finally, the

study presents evidence that several groups of legislators
introduce significantly greater proportions of legislation
than their numerical strength would seem to warrant.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Someone once said, "Thank God the Legislature only has
sixty days every two years in which to make a mess out of
things."

Although this may be a common complaint among the

general public and many people may want to curb the authority
of the Legislature as a part of government, it seems fairly
obvious that the institution is here to stay.

This being the

case, it seems imperative to this author that not only scholars
but the general public, must attempt to have as clear an under
standing of the Legislature and the legislative process as is
humanly possible.
One area of study into the legislative process is the
broad area of legislative behavior.

For many years, numerous

scholars and practitioners have attempted to observe, define,
classify, and analyze the behavior of legislators and the Legis
lature in its many and varied facets.

A number of techniques

have been developed to facilitate this inquiry.

Among them

are case studies of particular pieces or types of legislation,
the use of roll-call analyses, and various interview techniques
The case study technique for trying to understand legis
lative behavior is usually both a historical narrative of the
events that took place in regard to a certain piece of legis
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lation and an analysis of the reasons for what happened.

These

case studies are normally found in regards to legislation at
the Congressional level and usually on major pieces of legis
lation.

They attempt to explain something--if not all--of how

a certain piece of law came into being and thereby contribute
to our understanding of the legislative process, at least in
regards to that particular law.

One of the standard works in

this area is Stephen Bailey’s study of the passage of the Em
ployment Act of 1946.1

Bailey traces the history of this law

from inception to passage, along with attempting to explain
what happened in the process, why the various events happened,
and some of the numerous influences which helped to shape the
final product.
A second major type of legislative behavioral study tech
nique is that of the roll-call analysis.

This technique uses

analysis of roll-call votes on various legislative matters in
an attempt to discover one or more variables which might be
influential in determining legislative behavior on particular
pieces of legislation or for legislatures as a unit.

There are

numerous examples of this type of study on both the Congressional

^Stephen Kemp Bailey, Congress Makes A Law: The Story
Behind the Employment Act of 1946 (New York: Random House,
1950). Two similar case studies are Daniel M. Berman, A Bill
Becomes a haw: The Civil Rights Act of 1960 (New York: The
Macmillan Company, 1962), and Eugene Eidenberg and Roy D. Marey,
An Act of Congress: The Legislative Process and the Making of
Education Policy (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, Inc.,
1969).
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and state legislature level. ' There are even a few such studies
for local legislative bodies.
There have been several studies using the roll-call anal
ysis technique on the North Dakota Legislative Assembly.

Dr.

James Herndon's study of the 1963 North Dakota Legislature is
an excellent attempt "to gain some understanding of the way in
3

which the legislature handles the public's b u s i n e s s . S i m i l a r
studies have been done on the North Dakota State House of Re
presentatives in 1966 and the North Dakota State Senate in
Li
1969.
The third major technique is that of interview of legis
lators inquiring into various aspects of their roles and/or the
legislative process in its many and varied facets.

Interviews

are used to elicit first-hand information about whatever par
ticular aspect of the legislative process is being studied.
One of the best uses of this technique, in a modified form,
p
Some examples of this on the state level are David R.
Derge, "Metropolitan and Out-State Alignments in Illinois and
Missouri Legislative Delegations," American Political Science
Review, LII (December, 1958), pp. 1051-1066, and Malcolm E.
Jewell, "Party Voting in State Legislatures," American Political
Sc1ence Revlew, IL (September, 1955), pp. 733-91. On the na
tional level see Stephen J. Cimbala, "Foreign Policy as an
Issue Area: A Roll-Call Analysis,” American Political Science
Review, LXIII (March, 1969), pp. 157-62.
3
James Herndon, "Patterns of Roll Call Voting in the 1963
North Dakota Legislative Assembly,"’ (unpublished paper, Depart
ment of Political Science, University of North Dakota).
l^Sce Barbara L. Kadlec, "An Analysis of Influence in the
North Dakota House of Representatives," (unpublished MA thesis,
University of North Dakota, 1966) and Wayne Drugan, Jr.,
"Categoric Voting Patterns in the 1969 Senate," (unpublished
Honors thesis, University of North Dakota, 1969).

is Clapp’s study of Congressmen.

The purpose of his book was to

"provide a revealing and realistic view of one of the most in
teresting and important institutions in democratic government,
the House of Representatives."^

James Barber's book on legis

lative types at the state legislative level is another example
of the interview technique--in this case to identify legislative
types in the area of recruitment and adaptation to legislative
life.®

Another example of the interview technique is Soule’s

article on political ambitions of state legislators.'7
In addition to the above-mentioned techniques, there are
numerous books, articles, and monographs which use one or more
of these techniques as well as variations thereon in order to
better understand the legislative process.

One of the standard

works in this area is Walke and Eulau's work on the legislative
system and legislative behavior.

This collection presents

"closely related studies of some important topics concerning
O
legislative institutions and processes."
Another standard in

^Charles L. Clapp, The Congressman: His Work As He Sees It
(Washington, D. C.: The Brookings Institution, 1963), p. vii.
®James David Barker, The Lawmakers: Recruitment and
Adaptation to Legislative Life (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni
versity Press, 1965).
^John W. Soule, "Future Political Ambitions and the Be
havior of Incumbent State Legislators," Midwest Journal of
Political Science, XIII (August, 1969), pp. 439-5H.
g

John C. Walke, et. al., The Legislative System: Explora
tions in Legislative Behavior (New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1962), p . 3.
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this category is The Legislative Process in the United States by
Jewell and Patterson.^
The areas of the legislative process which can be studied
and analyzed with these and other techniques are many and varied.
They include studies of committee structure and influence, re
cruitment of legislators, legislative types and perception of
roles, the seniority system and its effect on the legislative
process, the influence of lobbyists and pressure groups, and
legislative procedures and rules.

Other areas include studies

of the power structures, decisional structures, constitutional
limitations, and the influence of a legislator's occupation on
his behavior, to name only a few.
It is evident from the discussion above that the legisla
tive process has been and continues to be a fascinating subject
for study and research.

The present study is an attempt to con

tribute a small amount to the total knowledge of the legislative
process.

It attempts to present some basic data regarding the

sources of legislation introduced into the 41st session of the
North Dakota Legislative Assembly.

This data represents only

one session of one legislature, but it is a start.

This writer

feels that through a study such as this we can better understand
some of the influences brought to bear upon the legislative
process, at least in North Dakota in 1969.

This study does not

^Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The Legislative
Process in the United States (New York: Random House, 1966).
See also Malcolm E. Jewell, The State Legislature: Politics
and Practice (New York: Random House, 1962).
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go into great analytical depth as to why certain sources of
legislation introduced the particular legislation that they did.
Such an analysis must be left for a future project.

It does,

however, lay out some basic data, propose some general state
ments about that data, and point up the need for further research
in both North Dakota's and other state’s legislative process in
the area of sources of legislation.

CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

The Forty-first Legislative Assembly of North Dakota met
from January 7 to March 18, 1969, inclusive, at the State Capitol
in Bismarck, North Dakota.

During that session the author was

one of six legislative interns under a new program sponsored
jointly by the Legislative Research Committee and the University
of North Dakota at Grand Forks.

The author was assigned to the

majority leaders in the State Senate and House of Representatives
for the entire session.
During this period, this writer became interested in the
originating source or sources of legislation under considera
tion.

Such an interest is natural because knavledge of the

sources of legislation is helpful in attempting to understand
not only the legislative process, but theories of legislative
representation and many other parts of the total political pro
cess.

One important result of sucli knowledge is a better under

standing of the sources of information available to and used by
the legislature.

Such information is helpful in viewing what

influences are brought to bear on the legislative process.

It

also helps us to understand the role a legislator, or the legis
lature as a whole, may assume.

For example, does the legislator

view himself as a representative of his district or the state?

7
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Does he regard himself as a primary source of ideas for legisla
tion?

Does the legislator have a strong commitment to his con

stituency and attempt only to reflect their desires and ideas?
Through such a study we can attempt to understand and answer
these questions.
The study of sources of legislation also elicits informa
tion on other aspects of the legislative process.

It can sug

gest the degree, for comparative purposes, to which interest
groups are active in the legislative process.

Furthermore, such

study can suggest the basic pattern of reaction that both in
dividual legislators and the Legislature may have towards
interest groups and their activities.

We can also learn some

thing of the relative roles of the three branches of government
as sources of legislation.

The relationship of various variables

such as political party and tenure to the sources of legislation
can also be examined.

The ideas mentioned above are certainly

not all of the possible uses for studying the sources of legis
lation, but they do indicate that there is merit in pursuing
the subject.
Upon discussing the subject with a number of legislators
it became evident that here was an area that a useful study
could be made.

All of the legislators contacted at this time

expressed an interest in such a study and promised cooperation
in pursuing it.

The next step was to obtain the support of the

leadership of the Legislature.

This support was quick in coming

and was crucial to the success of the survey.

9

Upon termination of the legislative session in March, 1969,
the author returned to the University of North Dakota at Grand
Forks.

A questionnaire was devised to be mailed to all legis

lators who introduced any legislation during the session (See
Appendix A ) .

On the questionnaire was pasted the number and a

short description of each bill or resolution introduced by the
individual legislator as it appeared in the daily calendar of
the Legislature.
Nine possible sources were listed for the respondent to
check.

The sources were:
1.

Your Own Idea - the individual legislator's own idea.

2.

Constituent Request -

3.

Special Interest Groups - includes lobbyists of all
shades.

4.

Executive Branch of State Government - includes state
agencies, departments, institutions.

5.

Legislative Research Committee Study - interim studies
ordered by the previous legislature.

6.

Legislative Audit and Fiscal Review Committee - an
interim committee of the legislature.

7.

Interim Study Commissions - special studies like the
Personal Property Tax Study Commission authorized by
the previous Legislature.

8.

Legislative Committee during the Session -

9.

Other - respondents were asked to specify the source.

10

Upon receiving the data it became evident that some adjustments
in both the data and the categories themselves would be neces
sary.

Many of the respondents to the survey indicated specific

individuals, groups, or organizations as being the source of a
particular piece of legislation.

When this occurred and when

the author felt it was necessary to place a certain piece of
legislation in a different source category because of the infor
mation given, the data was re-classified accordingly.
Upon beginning to tabulate the data it became apparent
that a more functional arrangement of source categories was
necessary.

Therefore, the data was regrouped into six categories

which will be followed throughout this study.

The six source

categories are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Your Own Idea
Constituent Request
Lobbyist
Executive Branch of State Government
Legislative Branch of State Government
Judicial Branch of State Government

In the North Dakota State Senate there are currently
forty-nine members, of which forty-seven introduced legislation
in the session under review.

The North Dakota House of Repre

sentatives consists of ninety-eight members, of which eightyfive introduced legislation.

Table I shows the data on the

response of legislators to this survey.
In analyzing Table I it is evident that this survey
achieved a very high rate of response from the legislators.
Over three-fourths of the legislators responded to the survey.
Considering that the survey was conducted entirely by mail, this

11

appears to point up the advantage the author had in being known
to the legislators because of his service as a legislative
intern.
TABLE I
RESPONSE OF LEGISLATORS TO SURVEY

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

SENATE
Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Responded

37

75.5%

76

77.5%

113

76.9%

No Response

10

20.4

9

9.2

19

12.9

No Legisla
tion Intro
duced

2

4.1

13

13.3

15

10.2

98

100.0%

N=

49

100.0%

147

100.0%

More important, however, than the response rate for legis
lators is the amount of legislation covered by the survey.
Table II shows the data on this point.
From Table II it becomes quickly evident that in both
houses of the North Dakota Legislature this survey accounts for
over 93 percent of all legislation introduced.

With such a high

rate of response it seems acceptable to make the observations
and analysis which follows later in this study.
This extremely high rate of response is due primarily to
the fact that the author had served as a legislative intern.

In

that capacity he was able to become acquainted with most of the
legislators.

Therefore, when the survey was mailed the legis-
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lators were far more receptive to such a survey because it was
being done by someone they knew.

Many of the surveys were re

turned with comments, explanations, and wishes of success in
this study.
TABLE II
LEGISLATION COVERED BY RESPONSE TO THE SURVEY

Bills
Resolutions

TOTALS

SENATE

HOUSE

Number* Percent

Number* Percent

453
(484)

477
(516)

80
(35)
533
(569)

93.6%

94.1

93.7%

81
(84)
558
(600)

92.4%
96.4

93.0%

LEGISLATURE
Number* Percent
930
(1000)
161
(169)
1091
(1169)

93.0%
95.2

93.3%

*Numbers in parenthesis are actual numbers of legislation
introduced.
After the data was received a format was devised for
placing the data on computer punch cards in coded form.

Along

with the information regarding the source of each piece of
legislation, there was included information as to whether or
not the legislation passed, the type and specific number of
each piece of legislation, the individual sponsor, and coded
variables regarding each individual sponsor.
ables were:

The coded vari

political party, chairman of a legislative standing

committee, formal leader of the Legislature, length of legisla
tive service, and rural or urban residency.
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The variable leadership was defined as a legislator who
held a formal post of leadership in the Legislature.

These

posts are the President Pro Tern of the Senate, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and the' Majority and Minority
floor leaders of both houses, and their assistants.

There are

ten leadership posts in the two houses out of one hundred fortyseven legislators.
The variable urban residency was defined as those legis
lators from cities with populations of 5,000 or more citizens.
There are twelve such cities in North Dakota with forty-four
legislators from them, or an urban percentage in the Legisla
ture of 29.9 percent.

The remaining one-hundred-and-three

legislators were classified as rural for a rural percentage in
the North Dakota legislature of 70.1 percent.

The remaining

variables are self-explanatory.
Upon completion of programing, various computer runs were
made to determine pass-fail ratios, sources and percentages of
legislation, and other statistical tests which will be dis
cussed in detail in succeeding chapters.

CHAPTER III

SOURCES OF LEGISLATION
As was noted earlier, the initial question posed in this
study was to ascertain what were the sources of legislation
which was introduced in the Forty-First session of the North
Dakota Legislative Assembly.

Such a question is worth pursuing

as one means of attempting to understand one facet of a very
complex subject area, namely the legislative process.

Through

such study it is hoped that we can better understand some of
the various influences, and their relative strengths and weak
nesses, which were brought to bear upon the legislative process
in North Dakota in 1969.
Table III shows the percentage of legislation introduced
in the two houses and for the Legislature as a whole for the
various source categories which were designed for this study.
From this data it can be noted that the "Own Idea" category is
of equal strength in both houses and is also the strongest
single source of legislation introduced.

The figures are 31.3

percent for the Senate, 31.0 percent for the House and 31.7
percent for the Legislature as a whole.
The second strongest source in the Senate is the "Exec
utive Branch" with 26.7 percent of the legislation introduced
in the upper house.

When combined with the 31.3 percent of the

"Own Idea" category, the two categories account for over one19

15

half of all Senate legislation introduced (58.0%).

In the

House, however, the second strongest category is the "lobbyists"
with 23.1 percent of the legislation introduced in the lower
house.

Furthermore, the "Executive Branch" runs a close third

in strength in the House with 22.6 percent of the legislation
introduced.

When these three categories are combined for the

House, they account for over three-fourths of the House legisla
tion (76.7%).

The remaining categories have only limited

strength in either house.
TABLE III
SOURCES OF LEGISLATION
% of Senate
Legislation
Surveyed

% of House
Legislation
Surveyed

% of Total
Legislation
Surveyed

Own Idea

31.3%

31.0%

31.7%

Constituent Request

15.0

16.4

16.0

Lobbyist

15.0

23.1

19.5

Executive Branch

26.7

22.6

25.1

Legislative Branch

10.2

6.9

8.7

1.7

0.0

0.8

Judicial Branch

(100.0%)
(101.8%)*
(99.9%)*
520
549
1049
N=
*Figures do not equal 100.0% because of rounding.
When the Legislature as a whole is considered, the "Own
Idea" category is still the strongest source of legislation with
31.7 percent.

The "Executive Branch" is second with 25.1 per

cent, while the "Lobbyists" category is third with 19.5 percent.
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When these top three categories are combined it is evident that
they account for slightly over three-fourths of all bills and
resolutions considered by the 41st Session of the North Dakota
Legislature.
v

The North Dakota Legislative Assembly in 1969 would seem
to be somewhat "trustee" oriented, rather than "delegate"
oriented.

Heinz Eulau uses these terms in his classic study of

legislative roles.

He defines the "trustee" as one who "claims

to rely on his own conscience, on what he thinks is right, or
on his considered judgment of the facts involved in the issue .
• •

The "delegate," on the other hand, "claims that he

seeks and follows instructions from his constituents or other
clienteles."^

Because of the predominance of the "Own Idea"

category in both houses of the Legislature it appears that the
classifying of the Forty-First North Dakota Legislative Assem
bly as "trustee" oriented is justified according to Eulau*s
definitions, even though his technique was one of interviewing
the legislators directly on their perceptions of their role,
while this study used a survey of sources of legislation.
classification, however, refers only to the narrow scope of
sources of legislation and cannot be used to describe North
Dakota legislators in their overall roles.

■*"Walke, The Legislative System, pp. 28S-86.
2Ibid., p. 286.

Such
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The next logical stage is to attempt to compare these
figures with those provided by other legislative bodies.
Lawrence H. Chamberlain has made some efforts in trying to
identify the sources of legislation introduced in Congress.

In

a study of ninety major bills introduced in Congress from 1882
to 1990, Mr. Chamberlain estimates that 20 percent originated
in the executive branch, 90 percent in the Congress, 30 percent
jointly between the executive branch and the Congress, and 10
3
perce.nt from external interest groups.
He further states that
"few bills are conceived out of the independent thought and
judgment of the individual legislator."^

Interesting as Mr.

Chamberlain's estimates are, they are only estimates and,
furthermore, they are on the Congressional level which is not
always conducive to drawing comparisons to the State legislative
level.
Harvey Walker, long a student of the legislative process,
has done some studies in this area in the Ohio Legislature.
These studies are somewhat dated, but they are still useful for
comparison purposes.

Mr. Walker made a study on this subject

of the Ohio State Senate in 1929 and of both houses in the Ohio
Legislature in 1939.

He obtained his data through personal

interviews with the individual legislators who introduced
legislation in those sessions.

3

His data is divided as follows:

Lawrence H. Chamberlain, The President. Congress and Leg
islation (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), p. 953.
4Ibid.
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The three categories into which the bills have been divided
require some explanation. Among "member bills" are those
introduced on behalf of legislative committees, including
interim study groups as well as those claimed by the mem
bers as their own inventions. Among "lobby bills" are all
those introduced on behalf of organized citizen groups,
many of them established for the sole purpose of influ
encing legislation, others having legislative programs
as an important aspect of their service to their members.
Among "public bills" are all "administration measures"
proposed by the governor in his messages, bills prepared
by state and local government agencies, many of them
merely amendatory of existing law, and measures introduced
at the request of federal government agencies.-’
Table IV compares Mr. Walker’s information with the data
gathered in this survey of the North Dakota Legislature in 1969.
In order to make meaningful comparisons, the 1969 North Dakota
categories have been combined to match Mr. Walker's three cate
gories.

The "Own Idea" and "Legislative Branch" categories have

been combined to compare with Mr. Walker’s "Member Bills" cate
gory.

The "Lobbyist" and "Constituent Request" categories have

been combined in order to be compared to Mr. Walker’s "Lobby
Bills" category.

Finally, the "Executive Branch" and "Judicial

Branch" categories have been combined to equate Mr. Walker’s
"Public Bills" category.
In interpreting Table IV one must keep in mind the time
span of thirty years as well as some differences in the size of
the legislative bodies.

In 1939 the Ohio State Senate had 35

members and the Ohio House consisted of 135 members.

The 1969

North Dakota State Senate had 49 members and the North Dakota

'’Harvey Walker, The Legislative Process: Lawmaking In The
United States (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1948), p. 72.

TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF SOURCES OF LEGISLATION IN OHIO (1939) AND NORTH DAKOTA (1969)

SENATE
Ohio^
1939

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

North Dakota
1969

Ohio-*1939

North Dakota
1969

Ohio-*1939

North Dakota
1969

Member Bills

24.0%

41.5%

30.0%

37.9%

27.7%

40.4%

Lobby Bills

40.0

30.0

44.0

39.5

42.3

34.5

Public Bills

36.0

28.4

26.0

22.6

30.0

25.1

(100.0%)
542

(100.0°%)
549

(100.0%)
853

N=

(100.0%)
311

(99.9%)*
520

■''Adapted from Walker, The Legislative Process, p. 72 and p. 74.
*Data does not equal 100.0% because of rounding.

(100.1%)*
1049
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House had only 98 members.

Even with these limitations, some

interesting points are evident.
In the Ohio State Senate the "Member Bills" accounted for
only 29 percent of the legislation introduced while in North
Dakota they account for 91.5 percent, or nearly twice as many.
The "Lobby Bills" in the North Dakota State Senate account for
30.0 percent of the legislation while in the Ohio State Senate
they accounted for 90.0 percent.

"Public Bills" are more prev

alent in the Ohio State Senate (36.0%), than in the North Dakota
State Senate (28.9%).
When the data for the House in each state is considered,
the disparities are still evident, but not to as great an ex
tent.

The "Member Bills" account for only 30.0 percent of the

House legislation in Ohio, but account for 37.9 percent in the
North Dakota House.

"Lobby Bills" are stronger in the Ohio House

(99.0%), than in the North Dakota House (39.5%).

"Public Bills"

are the weakest source in both houses with 26.0 percent in the
Ohio House and 22.6 percent in the North Dakota House.
In analyzing the data for the two states under the Legis
lature column of Table IV the pattern is more similar to the
House patterns between the two states than the Senate.

Again,

the "Member Bill" category is stronger in North Dakota (90.9%),
than in Ohio (27.7%).

The "Lobby Bill" category is stronger in

Ohio (92.3%), than in North Dakota (35.5%), as is the "Public
Bill" category.

In summing up, then, it appears that "Member

Bills” are a more important source of legislation introduced in
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North Dakota (especially the North Dakota Senate), than in Ohio.
On the other hand "Lobby Bills” are the major source in both
houses in the Ohio Legislature.

Using Eulau’s terms, then, it

appears that the 1969 session of the North Dakota Legislative
Assembly was more "trustee" oriented, based on sources of legis
lation, while the 1939 session of the Ohio Legislature was more
"delegate" oriented.
It must be re-emphasized, hox^ever, that the above con
clusions are definitely limited by several factors.

Primarily,

the time span difference and the difference in the makeup of
the two state's Legislatures may very well be significant in
fluences or even causes for the apparent differences in the
patterns of sources of legislation introduced in the two states.

CHAPTER IV

LEGISLATIVE BEHAVIOR
The following chapter will attempt to present data on
various aspects of the subject of sources of legislation.

In

quiries into the effect of sources of legislation upon the suc
cess or failure of legislation will be made.

The effect of

various variables on sources of legislation will be discussed,
as will the effect on passage of legislation.
One of the first questions which posed itself in this
study was whether the source of a given piece of legislation
introduced had any affect on the chances of its passage into
law.

For the purposes of this study only bills were tabulated.

The various resolutions used by the North Dakota Legislative
Assembly were omitted from tabulation as they do not have the
status of law when passed and to some extent they distort the
results.

Tables V, VI, and VII, present the data on the North

Dakota State Senate, House of Representatives, and Legislative
Assembly respectively.

It will be noted by the reader that

those bills classified by source in the tables mentioned total
915 or 91.5 percent of all the bills introduced in the FortyFirst Legislative Assembly in 1969.
Table V shows the pass-fail ratio by source category for
the North Dakota State Senate.

The most significant point is

the high pass-fail ratio which the "Executive Branch" bills
22

TABLE V
SENATE PASS-FAIL RATIO BY SOURCE CATEGORY

Own
Idea

Constituent
Request

Lobbyist

Executive
Branch

Legislative
Branch

Judicial
Branch

Senate without
regard to Source

Passed

53.8%

55.4%

45.7%

80.2%

55.3%

77.8%

59.7%

Failed

46.2

44.6

54.3

19.8

44.7

22.2

40.3

N=

(100.0%)
117

(100.0%)
74 .

(100.0%)
70

(100.0%)
. 126

(100.0%)
47

(100.0%)
9

(100.0%)
484

X2 - 31.45
NOTE:

p <.001

d.f. = 5

Includes only Senate Bills, not the various Senate resolutions
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attained:

80.2 percent passed.

As noted earlier, this classifi

cation included all bills originating within the Executive Branch
of North Dakota state government, not the Governor’s program
alone.

All state elective offices are held by Republicans ex

cept for the Governor and State Tax Commissioner.

With heavy

Republican majorities in both houses of the North Dakota Legis
lative Assembly this would seem to indicate the influence of
political party on the passage of bills in this category.
Another possible explanation for this high ratio is the large
number of bills which could be called technical in nature.

Such

bills are proposed by the various agencies and department of the
Executive Branch to clear up problems, contradictions, or prior
errors in the existing statutes.
Those bills introduced in the Senate which came from the
"Judicial Branch" also achieved a high pass-fail ratio of 77.8
percent passed.

Again, the reasons for this would appear to be

the fact that these nine bills are primarily technical in nature
and therefore are accepted with little or no opposition.
The success level of bills originating from various lobby
ists in the North Dakota State Senate is only 45.7 percent as
compared to 59.7 percent for the total Senate Bills.

Apparently

bills from such sources do not fare as well in the Senate.

As

will be noted later, this does not hold true in the North Dakota
House of Representatives.

One possible reason for the low

passage rate might be the fact that bills which originate in
lobbying groups are sometimes more controversial and, therefore,

TABLE VI
HOUSE PASS-FAIL RATIO BY SOURCE CATEGORY

Own
Idea

Constituent
Request

Lobbyist

Executive
Branch

Legislative
Branch

House without
regard to Source

Passed

42.2%

44.9%

54.0%

77.7%

60.7%

54.5%

Failed

57.8

55.1

46.0

22.3

39.3

45.5

(100.0%)
121

(100.0%)
78

(100.0%)
124

(100.0%)
121

(100.0%)
28

(100.0%)
516

N=

X2 = 36.82

NOTE:

p<.001

d.f. = 4

Judicial Branch is not included as no legislation from that source was introduced in
the House. The table includes only House Bills, not the various House resolutions.
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more likely to arouse opposition.
Table VI shows the pass-fail ratio by source category for
the North Dakota House of Representatives.

The overall rate of

passage for the House of Representatives was 54.5 percent,
slightly lower than the Senate.

Again the "Executive Branch"

achieved a high success rate of 77.7 percent, for generally the
same reasons as noted above in the discussion on the Senate.
The "Legislative Branch" had a slightly higher rate of
success (60.7%) in the House of Representatives, but the dif
ference is not significant.

What is significant, though, is the

low rate of passage of bills which originated in the "Own Idea"
and "Constituent Request” categories.

Apparently, members of

the House of Representatives are less receptive to legislation
which comes from outside of the governmental structure.

If this

is true, then the fact that "Lobbyist" bills had a 54.0 percent
rate of success poses a problem.

Perhaps one reason for the

low rate of passage for "Constituent Request" bills is the fact
that many such bills are introduced solely to please a constit
uent and with little or not support from the sponsor.

The low

percentage for "Own Idea" category bills possibly is a result of
the use of such bills as "trial balloons."

When such tests run

into opposition they are often dropped until the climate changes.
In any case, such questions point up the need for more detailed
study into the complex factors involved.
Table VII presents the pass-fail ratio by source category
of the North Dakota Legislature as a whole.

The overall Legis-

TABLE VII
LEGISLATURE PASS-FAIL RATIO BY SOURCE CATEGORY

Own
Idea

Constituent
Request

Lobbyist

Executive
Branch

Legislative
Branch

Judicial
Branch

Legislature without
regard to Source

50.0%

51.0%

78.9%

57.3%

77.8%

57.0%

Failed

52.1

50.0

49.0

21.1

42.7

CM

43.0

N=

(100.0%)
238

(100.0%)
152 .

(100.0%)
194 .

(100.0%)
247 .

(100.0%)
75

X2 = 57.45
NOTE:

p <.001

Includes only bills introduced, not resolutions.

d.f. = 5

CM

47.9%

CM

Passed

(100.0%)
9

(100.0%)
1000
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lature rate of success without regard to source category was 57.0
percent.

Again the "Executive Branch" and "Judicial Branch"

categories have unusually high rates of success.

The "Lobbyist"

and "Constituent Request" categories have virtually fifty-fifty
rates.

The "Own Idea” category, however, remains below 50 per

cent, because of the lower level of passage in this category in
the House of Representatives.
A general note which should be kept in mind by the reader
is the fact that the rules of the North Dakota Legislature re
quire that all bills must be reported out of committee.'*'

There

fore, the numerous bills introduced in any Legislature with
little or no hope of passage, and which would normally be pigeon
holed in committee, are reflected in the pass-fail ratios pre
sented .
In the next section data will be presented on various
variables as possible influences upon the introduction of legis
lation.

These variables are residency, length of service,

leadership, chairmanship, political party, and occupation.

An

attempt will be made to show possible influences and suggest
possible reasons for those relationships.
The first variable to be presented is the urban or rural
residency effect on source of legislation.

Specifically, does

the fact that a legislator is urban or rural in residence have

^Senate and House Rules and Committees, Forty-First Legis
lative Assembly, State of North Dakota, 1969. pp. 22 (SR),
26-27 (HR). Senate Rule 44--House Rule 45.
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any effect on the sources of legislation he introduces?

A leg

islator was classified as urban if his residence was in one of
the twelve cities in North Dakota with a population of over
5,000 persons.

2

Those remaining legislators were classified as

rural for the purposes of this study.
Table VIII presents the data on the urban/rural effect on
sources of legislation introduced in the North Dakota Senate,
House of Representatives, and the Legislature as a whole.

In

cluded in the data are all bills and resolutions for which the
source category is known and which could be classified as to
urban or rural sponsored.

There are several significant points

to be drawn from this table.
In the North Dakota Senate the urban legislator tends to
introduce more legislation which originated in the Executive
i

Branch of government than rural legislators.

Urban-sponsored

legislation in the "Executive Branch" category accounts for
27.2 percent of Senate urban-sponsored legislation while ruralsponsored bills in the "Executive Branch" account for only 16.6
percent of Senate rural-sponsored legislation.

Under the "Own

Idea" category, however, rural legislators tend to introduce
more legislation than urban legislators.

Rural-sponsored legis

lation in the "Own Idea" category accounts for 35.2 percent of
Senate rural-sponsored legislation while urban-sponsored bills

^The twelve cities are Bismarck, Dickinson, Devils Lake,
Grafton, Grand Forks, Jamestown, Mandan, Minot, Valley City,
Fargo, Wahpeton, and Williston.

TABLE VIII
URBAN/RURAL EFFECT ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION1

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

SENATE
SOURCE CATEGORY
Urban

Rural

Urban

Rural

Urban

Rural

Own Idea

25.6%

35.2%

25.0%

35.8%

25.3%

35.6%

Constituent Request

19.3

14.6

15.9

20.8

17.7

18.1

Lobbyist

16.5

18.1

37.3

16.6

26.2

17.2

Executive Branch

27.2

16.6

15.4

20.0

21.7

18.5

Legislative Branch

11.0

11.5

6.4

6.8

8.9

8.8

0.4

4.0

0.0

0.0

0.2

1.8

(100.0%)
254

(100.0%)
199

(100.0%)
220

(100.0%)
265

(100.0%)
474

(100.0%)
464

Judicial Branch

N=

X 2 = 17.93 p < . 0 1
dof. = 5

X2 = 27.27 p<.001
d.f. = 4

X2 = 23.42 p<.001
d.f. = 5

1Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source category is known and which can
be classified as to urban or rural sponsored.
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account for only 25.6 percent of Senate urban-sponsored legisla
tion.

Possibly this indicates that rural Senators are more

reliant on their own ideas than urban Senators in the frontier
tradition of the individualist.
The North Dakota House of Representatives presents a
slightly different picture.

Urban-sponsored legislation in the

"Lobbyist" category totals 25.0 percent of House urban-sponsored
legislation, but rural-sponsored legislation accounts for 35.8
percent of House rural-sponsored legislation.

Under the "Own

Idea” category the rural rate of 35.8 percent is higher than
the urban-sponsored rate of 25.0 percent.
When the data for the two houses is combined under the
Legislature column the significant differences are quite similar
to those in the House of Representatives.

Rural-sponsored legis

lation under the "Own Idea” category accounts for 35.6 percent
while the urban-sponsored legislation totals only 25.3 percent.
The "Lobbyist" category, however, shows the urban-sponsored rate
ahead at 26.2 percent as compared with 17.2 percent of the ruralsponsored rate.
When comparisons are made between the houses two signifi
cant points are noticed.

First, the "Lobbyist" category per

centage for Senate urban legislation is less than one-half that
of the House.

Apparently for some reason, as yet unexplained,

urban Representatives are more inclined to sponsor lobbyist bills
than are urban Senators.

Second, the "Executive Branch" category

is 27.2 percent for Senate urban legislation which is nearly
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twice as great as the 15.M- percent rate for House urban legis
lation .
The second variable to be examined is the effect of length
of service of legislators On the sources of legislation.

Speci

fically, does the fact that a legislator is a freshman or
veteran have any effect on the source of legislation he intro
duces?

A legislator was classified as a veteran if he was

serving his second or greater consecutive term in the same house.
The remaining legislators were classified as freshmen for the
purposes of this study.

Table IX presents the data on this

point.
In the North Dakota Senate, freshmen-sponsored bills were
most likely to originate in the "Lobbyist” category with 4-H.4
percent.

The second-highest category was the "Legislative

Branch" with 38.9 percent, while the "Own Idea" category re
ceived 16.7 percent.

It must be noted, however, that the total

of freshmen-sponsored bills was only 18 out of 4-5M- Senate bills
covered in this analysis.
Veteran legislators apparently rely more on the "Own Idea"
category in the Senate.

Senate veterans had 30.5 percent of

their bills in this category.

The "Executive Branch" is second

in importance with 23. H percent.

"Lobbyist" account for only

16.1 percent compared with the *+4.4 percent rate for freshmen.
It would appear, therefore, that the trustee role which was dis
cussed earlier, develops with seniority in the Legislative As
sembly .

TABLE IX
FRESHMAN/VETERAN EFFECT ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION1

SENATE

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

SOURCE CATEGORY
Freshman

Constituent Request
Lobbyist
Executive Branch
Legislative Branch
Judicial Branch

N=

Freshman

Veteran

Freshman

Veteran

30.5%

17.1%

31.8%

17.0%

31.2%

0.0

17.9

37.1

17.1

24.5

17.5

44.4

16.1

31.4

25.6

35.8

20.9

0.0

23.4

14.3

18.3

9.4

20.8

38.9

10.1

0.0

7.1

13.2

8.6

0.0

2.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.0

16.7%

Own Idea

Veteran

(100.0%)
18

(100.1%)*
436 -

X 2 = 29.75 p<.001
d.f. = 5

(99.9%)*
35

(99.9%)*
499

X2 = 12.46 p<.02
d.f. = 4

(99.9%)*
53

(100.0%)
. 885 -

X2 = 14.73 p <.02
d.f. = 5

'Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source category is known and which can
be classified as to freshman or veteran sponsored.
*Figures do not equal 100.0% because of rounding.
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In the North Dakota House of Representatives the data in
Table IX shows a slightly different picture.

House freshmen

give "Constituent Request" category a 37.1 percent level as
comapred to 0 percent in the Senate.

Their second source of

bills apparently is the "Lobbyist” category with a 31.4 percent
rate.

In the Senate, it will be noted, the "Lobbyist” category

ranked first with H4.4 percent response for the freshmen.
House freshmen appear to be more in the delegate role in relying
on "Constituent Request."

This may possibly be due to ideal

istic considerations of the proper role of a legislator, or it
may merely be caution in order to enhance re-election.
House veterans, similar to Senate veterans, depend on
their "Own Idea" category primarily (31.8%).

Their second

source is the "Lobbyist" category with 25.6 percent, while the
"Executive Branch" ranks third with 18.3 percent.

These last

two categories are a reversal of the trend in the Senate vet
erans column where the "Executive Branch" rate was slightly
higher than the "Lobbyist" category.

The trustee role seems

to come more with seniority and experience.
In the North Dakota Legislature as a whole the freshmen
still rely primarily on "Lobbyist" bills (35.8%), while the
veterans rely on "Own Idea" category (31.2%).

In the freshmen

column the second ranking source is the "Constituent Request"
category with 24.5 percent.

The veterans, however, have only

.1 percent difference between the "Lobbyist" and "Executive
Branch" categories as being the second major source of bills
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they introduce.
Perhaps the reason for freshmen dependence on "Lobbyist"
bills is that such groups are a ready source of information
which is especially valuable to new members of the Legislative
Assembly who have not had time to develop information and posi
tions on their own.

Milbraith notes that "many times lobby

groups can obtain the most expert information, and they have
first-hand knowledge of the practical effects of legislation.
3
Thus, they are natural sources."
The third variable to be examined is the effect of holding
a leadership position on the sources of legislation introduced.
Specifically, does' the fact that a legislator is a leader or a
non-leader have any effect on the source of legislation he in
troduces?

Leadership positions for the purposes of this study

were defined as the majority and minority floor leaders of both
houses, their assistants, the President Pro Tern of the Senate,
and the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

All other

legislators were classified as non-leaders for this study.
In analyzing the data in Table X on the effect of leader
ship in the North Dakota Senate, it is apparent that the "Exec
utive Branch" category with 38.6 percent of the bills is the
primary source of legislation introduced.

The second major

source is the "Own Idea" category with 24.3 percent while the
"Lobbyist" and "Constituent Request" categories vie for third

^Lester W. Milbraith, The Washington Lobbyists (Chicago:
Rand McNally and Company, 1963), p. 308.

TABLE X
LEADER/NON-LEADER EFFECT ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION1

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

SENATE
SOURCE CATEGORY
Leader

Non-Leader

Leader

Non-Leader

Leader

Non-Leader

Own Idea

24.3%

31.0%

54.5%

29.0%

34.0%

29.9%

Constituent Request

18.6

16.9

18.2

18.6

18.4

17.8

Lobbyist

IS. 7

17.4

24.2

26.2

18.4

22.2

Executive Branch

38.6

19.5

3.0

19.1

27.2

19.3

Legislative Branch

1.4

13.0

0.0

7.1

1.0

9.8

Judicial Branch

1.4

2.1

0.0

0.0

1.0

1.0

N=

(100.0%)
70

(99.9%) *
384

X2 = 17.78 P < o i
d.f. = s x

(99.9%)*
33

(100.0%)
451

X2 = 13.28 P < o i
d.f. = 4

(100.0%)
103

(100.0%)
835

X 2 = 12. 00 p ^05
d.f . = 5

•'■Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source category is known and which can
be classified as to leader or non-leader sponsored.
*Figures do not equal 100.0% because of rounding.
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place.

In the non-leader column of the Senate, however, the

"Own Idea” category accounts for 31.0 percent of legislation
introduced.

"Executive Branch," "Lobbyist," and "Constituent

Request" categories are all roughly equal in their being the
second major source of Senate legislation.

In the North Dakota

Senate, then, the leadership apparently feels more obliged to
sponsor bills from the Executive Branch than are non-leaders.
The North Dakota House of Representatives presents an
entirely different picture.

House leaders say over one-half

of their legislation originates in the "Own Idea" category
(54.5%).

Again, "Lobbyist" legislation is the second source

(2*4.2%) while the "Constituent Request" category with 18.2 per
cent is a close third.

In the House non-leader column the "Own

Idea" category is still the primary source of legislation with
29.0 percent, but the "Lobbyist" category is a close second
with 26.2 percent.

The "Executive Branch" (19.1%) and the

"Constituent Request" (18.2%) categories are virtually equal in
amount of legislation introduced.
In the North Dakota Legislature the picture is again quite
different because of offsetting statistics for the two houses.
The leaders column shows a 34.0 percent rate for the "Own Idea"
category while the "Executive Branch" is second with 27.2 per
cent.

The "Lobbyist" and "Constituent Request" categories are

tied for third place with 18.4 percent of the leader sponsored
legislation.

In the non-leader column the "Own Idea" category

is again the primary source with 29.9 percent of the legislation.
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The "Lobbyist'Executive Branch", and "Constituent Request"
categories are all fairly close in being the second major source
of legislation.
When comparisons are made between the Senate and the
House, the most significant point is the fact that House leaders'
legislation has twice as high a rate in the "Own Idea" category
as Senate leaders' legislation.

In the non-leader areas of

both houses, however, the data are quite similar.

Apparently

then, the Senate leaders rely more on the Executive .Branch for
legislation, and possibly the Executive Branch relies more on
Senate leaders, than do House leaders.

The cause of this re

lationship seems unclear without further study.
The fourth variable to be examined is the effect of hold
ing a chairmanship of a committee on the sources of legislation
introduced.

Specifically, does the fact a legislator is a

chairman or a non-chairman have any effect on the sources of
legislation he introduces?

For the purposes of this study only

those chairmen of standing committees in the two houses of the
q
North Dakota Legislature have been classified as chairmen.
All other legislators are classified as non-chairmen.

Table XI

shows the data on the effect of chairmen and non-chairmen posi
tion on sources of legislation.
In the North Dakota Senate 37.9 percent of the chairman-

^There were eleven standing committees in the 1969 Session
of the Senate and fourteen standing committees in the 1969
Session of the House of Representatives.

TABLE XI
CHAIRMAN/NON-CHAIRMAN EFFECT ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION1

SENATE

HOUSE

LEGI SLATURE

SOURCE CATEGORY
Chairman

Non-Chairman

Own Idea

37.9%

'24.9%

Constituent Request

14.1

Lobbyist
Executive Branch

Chairman

Non- Chairman

Chairman

Non-Chairman

40.7%

26.3%

39.1%

25.7%

19.1

10.0

22.5

12.2

20.9

13.0

19.9

23.3

27.2

17.7

23.9

23.2

22.0

16.7

18.6

20.2

20.1

Legislative Branch

7.3

13.7

9.3

5.4

8.3

9.2

Judicial Branch

4.5

0.4

0.0

0.0

2.5

0.2

(100.0%)
334

(100.0%)
327

(100.0%)
611

N=

(100.0%)
177

(100.0%)
277

m
11

X

X2 = 18.73 P < r b o i
d.f. = 4

CM

X2 = 23.94 p <y 6oi
d.f. = 5 N

(100.0%)
150

18 p <i001
d.f . = 5

Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source category is known and which can
be classified as to chairman or non-chairman sponsored.
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sponsored legislation originated in the "Own Idea" category.
The second major source was the "Executive Branch” with 23.2
percent of the chairman-sponsored legislation.

"Constituent

Request” (14.1%) and "Lobbyist" (13.0%) are virtually equal in
amount of legislation originated.

In the non-chairman column

it will be noted, however, that although the "Own Idea" cate
gory with 24.9 percent of the legislation is still first, the
"Executive Branch" with 22.0 percent is not much different.
Again, the "Lobbyist" and "Constituent Request" categories are
virtually identical in their rate of origination.

In the non

chairman column of the Senate the "Legislative Branch” accounts
for 13.7 percent of the legislation, while in the chairman
column this category only accounts for 7.3 percent of the legis
lation introduced.

Senate chairmen apparently do not sponsor

much of the legislation which originates within the Legislative
Branch.
In the North Dakota House of Representatives, the chair
man column again is primarily led by the "Own Idea" category
with 40.1 percent.

The "Lobbyist," however, is in second place

with 23.3 percent of the legislation and the "Executive Branch"
is third with 16.7 percent.

In the non-chairman column the

"Lobbyists" are the primary source (27.2%), with the "Own Idea"
category a close second with 26.3 percent.

"Constituent Re

quest" has 22.5 percent of the total and the "Executive Branch"
category has 18.6 percent.
When the two houses are combined under the whole Legis

lature, the ’’Own Idea" category is the primary source for both
chairmen and non-chairmen.

The non-chairman category has three

categories--"Lobbyist"Constituent Request," and "Executive
Branch"--virtually equal in importance as the second major
source of legislation.

In the chairman column the "Executive

Branch" is clearly the second most important source with 20.2
percent of the legislation introduced.
When a comparison is made between the House and the
Senate, the only really significant point is the reversal of
the importance of the "Lobbyist" and "Executive Branch" cate
gories under the chairman columns.

In the Senate the "Executive

Branch" is clearly more important than the "Lobbyist" while in
the House of Representatives the opposite situation prevails.
Under the non-chairman column the "Lobbyist" clearly is more
important as a source in the House than in the Senate.

Again,

we note the greater influence of the Executive Branch in the
Senate and lobbyists in the House of Representatives in the
North Dakota Legislative Assembly.
The fifth variable is the effect of political party on
the sources of legislation.

Specifically, does the fact that a

legislator is a Republican or Democrat have any effect on the
source of legislation he introduces?

Legislators were classi

fied by their announced political party.

It should be noted

that because of an extremely high majority of Republicans in
both houses of the North Dakota Legislature in 1969, the data
presented in Table XII is somewhat questionable.

TABLE XII
REPUBLICAN/DEMOCRAT EFFECT ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION1

SENATE

LEGISLATURE

HOUSE

SOURCE CATEGORY
Republican

Democrat

Republican

Democrat

Republican

Democrat

Own Idea

31.2%

19.1%

30.2%

34.2%

30.7%

28.3%

Constituent Request

17.4

14.9

18.0

21.9

17.7

19.2

Lobbyist

17.7

12.8

28.2

13.7

23.0

13.3

Executive Branch

21.6

29.8

16.5

26.2

19.1

27.5

Legislative Branch

9.8

23.4

7.1

4.1

8.4

11.7

Judicial Branch

2.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.1

0.0

(100.0%)
47

(100.0%)
411

(100.1%)2
73

N=

(99.9%)2
407 .

X 2 = 11.98 P < 0 5
d .f . = 5

X 2 = 9.73 P < 0 5
d .f . = 4

(100.0%)
818

(100.0%)
120

X 2 = 11.00 .05 p <TlO
d .f . = 5

-''Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source category is known and which can
be classified as to Republican or Democratic sponsored.
2

Figures do not equal 100.0% because of rounding.

The Republicans in the North Dakota Senate rely on the
"Own Idea" category (31.2%) as their primary source.

The "Exec

utive Branch" category is second in importance with 21.6 per
cent of the legislation introduced.

The Democrats, however, are

just the opposite with the "Executive Branch” the primary source
(29.8%) and the "Legislative Branch" second with 23.9 percent.
The "Own Idea" category constitutes 19.1 percent for third place
in the legislation introduced by Senate Democrats.

With the

Democrats having only six Senators and with a Democrat in the
Governor's seat it would appear normal that Senate Democrats
would rely on the "Executive Branch" and "Legislative Branch"
categories for their bill introductions.
The House of Representatives presents a much different
picture.

House Republicans rely on the "Own Idea" category

first with 30.2 percent but the "Lobbyist" category is a close
second with 28.2 percent.

In the Democrat column the "Own Idea"

category is again the major source of legislation (34.2%), but
the "Executive Branch" is second with 26.2 percent and the
"Constituent Request" category is third with 21.9 percent.
When analyzing the Legislature as a whole the Republicans
still rank the "Own Idea" category first with 30.7 percent of
the legislation and the "Lobbyist" category second with 23.0
percent.

The Democrats also rely primarily on the "Own Idea"

category with 28.3 percent, but the 27.5 percent for the "Exec
utive Branch" indicates virtually equal importance.

The second

major source for Democrats in the Legislature is the "Constit
uent Request" category with 19.2%.

In comparing the two houses of the North Dakota Legisla
ture the Republicans in the Senate rely more on the "Executive
Branch" than do House Republicans.

House Democrats in turn rely

more on the "Own Idea" category than do Senate Democrats.
Senate Democrats, in turn, place far more reliance on the "Legis
lative Branch" than do House Democrats.

It is interesting to

speculate as to a pattern of administrative legislation being
initiated in the Senate rather than the House and the reasons
for such a pattern.

Only more detailed study using other

factors could elicit more information on this point.
One of the major variables used in studies of legislative
behavior is the occupation of the legislator.

As this paper is

concerned with the effect of various variables on the sources of
legislation introduced, the question now raised is:

Does the

occupation of a legislator affect the source of legislation he
introduces?

For the purposes of this study, occupation has bqen

classified by three major groups--lawyers, farmers (including
ranchers), and business and professional (other than lawyers).
Of the one hundred and forty-seven legislators in the 1969 North
Dakota Legislative Assembly, all but seven can be classified
under the above three headings.

Because those seven cannot be

classified in any useful way for the purposes of this study,
they, and the legislation they introduced, have been omitted
from the data in Tables XIII, XIV, and XV.

These tables present

the effect of occupation on sources of legislation in the North
Dakota Senate, House of Representatives, and Legislature re-

TABLE XIII
EFFECT OF OCCUPATION ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION IN THE SENATE1

SOURCE CATEGORY

LAWYER

FARMER

BUSINESS/
PROFESSIONAL

Own Idea

20.8%

38.3%

33.3%

Constituent Request

19.5

19.6

13.4

Lobbyist

12.6

16.8

21.0

Executive Branch

37.7

13.1

15.1

Legislative Branch

3.8

12.1

17.2

Judicial Branch

5.6

0.0

0.0

(100.0%)
107

(100.0%)
186 ..

N=

(100.0%)
159

X2 = 69.10

p </001

d.f. = 10

•'■Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source is known
and which can be classified by the occupation of the sponsor.
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spectively.
In analyzing the data in Table XIII on the Senate, it is
obvious that the "Executive Branch" category is the primary
source of legislation for Senate lawyers with 37.7 percent of
the legislation introduced.

The "Own Idea" category (20.8%) is

only slightly more important than the "Constituent Request"
category for sources of legislation for lawyers.
Farmers in the Senate, however, depend on the "Own Idea”
category far more with 38.8 percent of the legislation intro
duced.

The "Constituent Request" category with 19.6 percent is

a somewhat more important source of Farmer-sponsored legislation
than the "Lobbyist" category with 16.8 percent.

The Business/

Professional column is similar to the Farmer column.

Again, the

"Own Idea" category is the primary source with 33.3 percent of
the legislation introduced.

The "Lobbyist" category is second

in importance, however, with 21.0 percent, while the "Legislative
Branch” ranks third with 17.2 percent.
Table XIV presents data on the effect of occupation in the
House of Representatives.

The most significant point in the

lawyer column is the fact that the "Lobbyist" category accounts
for 59.3 percent of the legislation introduced.

The "Own Idea",

"Executive Branch," and "Constituent Request" categories are all
roughly equal in their importance as sources of legislation for
lawyers in the House.

A qualifying note should be added.

There

are only two lawyers among the ninety-eight members of the House
and together they introduced only twenty-seven pieces of legis-

TABLE XIV
EFFECT OF OCCUPATION ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION IN THE HOUSE1

LAWYER

SOURCE CATEGORY

FARMER

BUSINESS/
PROFESSIONAL

Own Idea

14.8%

36.1%

29.5%

Constituent Request

11.1

22.9

17.5

Lobbyist

59.3

19.7

26.7

Executive Branch

14.8

12.6

19.9

0.0

8.7

6.4

(100.0%)
27 .

(100.0%)
183

(100.0%)
251

Legislative Branch

N=
X2 = 22.67

p <T01

d.f. - 8

includes all bills and resolutions for which the source is known
and which can be classified by the occupation of the sponsor. "Judicial
Branch" is not included as there was no legislation from this category
introduced in the House.
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lation.

The smallness of the base of data limits the conclusions

which can be drawn on this column.
In the House Farmer column the "Own Idea" category is again
of primary importance with 36.1 percent.

"Constituent Request"

ranks second (22.9%), with "Lobbyist" of third importance with
19.7 percent.

Also, in the Business/Professional column, the

"Own Idea" category is of primary importance with 29.5 percent
of the legislation introduced, while the "Lobbyist" is a close
second with 26.7 percent.

The "Executive Branch" (19.9%) and

"Constituent Request" (17.5%) are about equal in being of third
rank for sources of legislation introduced by this occupation.
Table XV presents the data on the Legislature as a whole.
It will be noted that the "Executive Branch" is the primary
source for lawyers (34.4%), because of the overwhelming influence
of the House lawyers.

The "Own Idea," "Lobbyist," and "Constit

uent Request" are equally important as secondary sources of
lawyer-sponsored legislation.

The Farmers, however, still rank

the "Own Idea" category first (36.9%), "Constituent Request"
second (21.7%), and "Lobbyist" third (18.6%).

The Business/

Professional legislators also rank the "Own Idea" category as
being of primary importance (31.1%), but place the "Lobbyist"
second (24.3%) and the "Executive Branch" and "Constituent
Request" third.
When a comparison is made between the two houses the only
significant point is under the lawyer columns.

Senate lawyers

rank "Lobbyist" as fourth in importance as a source of legisla-

TABLE XV
EFFECT OF OCCUPATION ON SOURCES OF LEGISLATION IN THE LEGISLATURE1

SOURCE CATEGORY

LAWYER

FARMER

BUSINESS/
PROFESSIONAL

Own Idea

19.9%

36.9%

31.1%

Constituent Request

18.3

21.7

15.8

Lobbyist

19.4

18.6

24.3

Executive Branch

34.9

12.8

17.8

Legislative Branch

3.2

10.0

11.0

Judicial Branch

4.8

0.0

0.0

(100.0%)
186

(100.0%)
290

(100.0%)
437

N=

X2 = 89.81

p <<001

d.f. = 10

^Includes all bills and resolutions for which the source is known
and which can be classified by the occupation of the sponsor.

50

tion.

The lawyers in the House, however, rank "Lobbyist" over

whelmingly as first in importance with over one-half of the
legislation coming from this source category-

This difference

probably is the result of the narrowness of the statistical base
Occupation, then, does point out some differences in sources of
legislation.
ists.

Lawyers in the Senate are more reliant upon lobby

Farmers and business/professional legislators in both

houses, however, are primarily more reliant upon their own ideas
and resources.
In the process of making the survey and analyzing the data
a series of interesting questions arose.

Specifically, the idea

arose to ascertain whether, in regard to the various variables
considered earlier, one category introduced proportionately more
legislation than its numerical strength would seem to warrant.
For example, do chairmen introduce proportionately more legis
lation than non-chairmen?

The data presented in Tables XVI

through XXI attempts to show the statistics in regard to these
variables on this question.

For the purpose of these tables,

all legislation that was introduced by individual legislators
and, therefore, classifiable by the various variables, has been
included in the data reported, not only that legislation for
which the source category was obtained in the survey.
From the data presented in Table XVI it is apparent that
committee chairmen introduce considerably more legislation than
their numerical strength would seem to warrant.

In the North

Dakota Senate, for example, the chairmen comprise only 22.4 per
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cent of the membership, yet introduced one-and-a-half times as
much legislation (36.2%).

This is even more the case in the

House of Representatives where the percentage of legislation
introduced is exactly twice the percentage of memberships held
by committee chairmen.

When the two houses are combined under

the Legislature column, the disparity is again quite high.
Chairmen, then, in both houses of the North Dakota Legislative
Assembly introduce disproportionate amounts of legislation.
TABLE XVI
CHAIRMEN VS. NON-CHAIRMEN IN PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
SENATE
% of Leg
% of
islation
Intro
Member
duced
ship

HOUSE
% of
Member
ship

LEGISLATURE
% of Leg
% of Leg
islation % of
islation
Member
Intro
Intro
duced
duced
ship

Chair
men

22.4%

3 6.2%

14.3%

28.6%

17.0%

32.3%

NonChair
men

77.6

63.8

85.7

71.4

83.0

67.7

(100.0%)
49

(100.0%)
503

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
535

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
1038

N=

Table XVII presents the relevant data for the variable of
leadership.

From this table it appears that Senate leaders in

troduced somewhat more legislation than their numerical strength
would seem to indicate, but the difference is not great.

In the

House of Representatives, the difference between numerical
strength and legislation introduced is negligible.

When the two
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houses are combined, the effect of the Senate increases the
leaders category, but they apparently do not introduce signifi
cantly more legislation than their numbers would warrant.

Ap

parently committee chairmen are stronger in this aspect of the
legislative process than are the formal leaders.
TABLE XVII
LEADERS VS. NON-LEADERS IN PERCENTAGE OE
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
SENATE
% of Leg
islation
% of
Intro
Member
duced
ship

HOUSE
% of
Member
ship

LEGISLATURE
% of Leg
% of Leg
islation
islation % of
Intro
Member
Intro
duced
duced
ship

Lead
ers

10.2%

16.1%

NonLead
ers

89.8

83.9

94.9

93.6

93.2

88.9

(100.0%)
49

(100.0%)
503

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
535

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
1038

N=

6.4%

5.1%

6.8%

11.1%

Table XVIII presents the data regarding the proportion of
bills introduced by freshmen and veteran legislators in the two
houses and the Legislature as a whole.

From the data presented

it is obvious that in the Forty-First session of the North Dakota
Legislature, freshmen did not constitute exceptionally large
percentages of the membership, especially in the Senate.

An

interesting point to note from Table XVIII is that freshmen
Senators introduced almost the same percentage of legislation as
their numbers would seem to warrant, while in the House the per-
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centagG of legislation they introduced was less than one-half
their percentage of membership.

When the two houses are com

bined the influence of the low rate in the House keeps the per
centage of legislation introduced by freshmen to less than onehalf of their membership percentage.

These figures apparently

reflect the concept that freshmen in most any legislative body
do not have any great degree of influence.

At least in the area

of legislation introduced, this concept seems to be valid in the
North Dakota Legislature.
TABLE XVIII
FRESHMEN VS. VETERANS IN PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
SENATE
% of Leg
islation
% of
Intro
Member
duced
ship
Fresh
men

6.1%

Veter
ans

93.9%

N=

(100.0%)
99

9.0%

LEGISLATURE
HOUSE
% of Leg
% of Leg
islation
islation % of
% of
Member
Intro
Intro
Member
duced
duced
ship
ship
17.9%

8.6%

13.6%

6.9%

96.0

82.6

91.0

86.9

93.6

(100.0%)
503

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
535

(100.0%)
197

(100.0%)
1038

Table XIX looks at the data in regard to the variable of
political party and its effect on introduction of legislation
in the North Dakota Legislature in 1969.

From this table it is

quickly apparent that both parties introduce almost identical
percentages of legislation as their percent of strength in the

membership would seem to warrant.

As has been noted previously,

the Republican party held overwhelming majorities in both houses
of the hist North Dakota Legislature.

Table XIX indicates that

the Republicans also introduced the overwhelming amount of leg
islation considered by the Legislature.
TABLE XIX
REPUBLICANS VS. DEMOCRATS IN PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
SENATE
% of Leg
islation
% of
Intro
Member
duced
ship

LEGISLATURE
HOUSE
% of Leg
% of Leg
islation
islation % of
% of
Intro
Member
Member
Intro
duced
ship
duced
ship

Repub
lican

87.8%

88.9%

81.6%

83.9%

83.7%

86.3%

Demo
crat

12.2

11.1

18.4

16.1

16.3

13.7

(100.0%)
49

(100.0%)
503

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
535

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
1038

N=

In the Senate, the Republicans constituted 87.8 percent of
the membership and sponsored 88.9 percent of the legislation
introduced in that body.

In the House, the Republican majority

was slightly smaller as was their percentage of legislation in
troduced, but, again, the almost identical percentages for mem
bership and legislation introduced are evident.

When the two

bodies are considered together under the Legislature column the
comparisons are virtually the same as for the two houses indi
vidually.

The 86.3 percent of legislation introduced by the
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Republicans is only slightly greater than their 83.7 percent of
the membership would seem to warrant.

Therefore, it seems

fairly evident that in this area of legislative behavior, polit
ical party affiliation does not have any particular influence
or effect.
TABLE XX
URBAN VS. RURAL IN PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
SENATE
% of Leg
islation
% of
Intro
Member
duced
ship

LEGISLATURE
HOUSE
% of Leg
% of Leg
islation % of
islation
% of
Member
Intro
Member
Intro
duced
duced
ship
ship

Urban

40.8%

54.3%

36.7%

46.5%

38.1%

50.3%

Rural

59.2

45.7

63.3

53.5

61.9

49.7

(100.0%)
49

(100.0%)
503

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
535

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
1038

N=

When a comparison is made on the variable of urban vs.
rural in regard to the percentage of legislation introduced
(Table XX) some interesting points can be noted.

The Senators

who are classified as urban for the purposes of this study con
stitute BO.8 percent of the membership of the Senate.

In the

percentage of legislation introduced in the Senate the urban
bloc accounts for over one-half of the legislation introduced
(51.3%).

This is a significantly larger proportion than the

mere numerical strength of the urban Senators would seem to
warrant.

The rural Senators, on the other hand, account for

nearly sixty percent of the membership, yet introduced less
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than one-half of the Senate legislation.
In the House, the disproportionate share of legislation
introduced by the urban segment of the membership is again
noticed, although slightly diminished.

Urban House members

account for slightly over one-third of the membership (36.7%),
yet introduce nearly one-half of the legislation in the House
(4-6.5%).

Rural House members, on the other hand, account for

nearly two-thirds of the membership (63.3%), yet introduced
only slightly over one-half of House legislation (53.5%).

When

the two houses are considered together, the disparity remains
at roughly the same levels.
It is a common conception that state legislatures are
dominated by rural interests.

In many of the numerous areas of

influence in the legislative process this may well be very true.
However, in the single area of introduction of legislation in
the North Dakota Legislature of 1969, this conception does not
stand the test.

It is obvious from the data presented in Table

XX and the analysis above, that in the area of legislation in
troduced, urban legislators introduce considerably more for con
sideration than their numerical strength would seem to indicate
would be the case.
V

Table XXI presents data comparing the Senate and House in
both membership and legislation introduced.

From this table it

is evident that while the Senate constitutes only one-third of
the total membership of the North Dakota Legislature, it intro
duces almost one-half of the legislation considered by the whole
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legislature (48.7%).

Conversely, the House constitutes two-

thirds of the total membership, but introduced only barely more
than one-haIf of the legislation (51.3%).
TABLE XXI
SENATE VS. HOUSE IN PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
% of
Membership

% of Legislation
Introduced

Senate

33.3%

48.7%

House

66.7

51.3

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
1169

N=

When the two houses are considered as equals in the legis
lative process, the proportion of legislation introduced by each
house is virtually identical with the opposite house.

When, on

the other hand, you consider the actual numbers of legislators
involved, Senators are obviously much more active in the area of
legislation introduced for consideration.
In summing up this segment, which has considered the effect
of various variables on the percentage of legislation introduced,
it is clear that several of these variables have an appreciable
effect.

Chairmen, Leaders (primarily in the Senate), Veterans

(especially in the House), urban legislators, and Senators in
troduce considerably higher percentages of legislation than their
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numerical strength would appear to warrant.

It must be noted,

however, that the above statement, and the data it is based
upon, refers only to the Forty-First North Dakota Legislature of
1969.

Only further study in both future sessions of the North

Dakota Legislatures, and in other states will enable one to
generalize about state legislatures as a whole.
The following section will deal with several questions in
volving occupation.

Also, an attempt to apply concepts about

the legislative process brought forward in other areas will be
made.

An attempt is made to determine the applicability of such

factors in the study of sources of legislation.
One of the standard issues raised in studies of legisla
tive behavior is that of the power and influence of committee
chairmen.

Keefe and Ogul quote a spokesman of the national

legislative commission of the American Legion testifying before
a congressional committee investigating lobbying, as stating
that "I attempt to get the bill introduced by the chairman of
the committee."^
here is:

With this point in mind, the question posed

Are more lobbyist bills introduced by committee chair

men than their numbers would warrant?

Again, chairmen have been

defined as only those legislators who chaired standing committees
in the 1969 Session of the North Dakota Legislature.

"’William J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The American Legis
lative Process: . Congress and the States (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 339.
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TABLE XXII
CHAIRMEN MEMBERSHIP VS. PERCENTAGE OF LOBBYIST
BILLS INTRODUCED IN SENATE
% Lobbyist Bills
Introduced

% Membership

Chairmen

22.4%

29.5%

Non-Chairmen

77.6

70.5

(100.0%)
49

(100.0%)
78

N=

Table XXII shows the data on this point for the North
Dakota Senate.

From this table one nan see that chairmen do

introduce a somewhat higher percentage of "Lobbyist" legislation
than their strength in the membership of the Senate would indi
cate.

The difference, however, is not overwhelming and, there

fore, it is really unclear as to the Chairmen's effect on
sponsorship of "Lobbyist" legislation.
Similar data for the House of Representatives is shown in
Table XXIII.

This table has a far more significant conclusion

than did Table XXII for the Senate.

Although House chairmen

account for only 14.3 percent of the House'membership, they in
troduced 27.8 percent of the "Lobbyist" legislation introduced
in the House.

This represents nearly twice as much strength as

their numbers would warrant.
this is unclear.

The direct reason or cause for

However, it will be remembered that previous

analyses have pointed out a higher degree of influence of lobby
ist groups in the North Dakota House of Representatives than in
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the State Senate.
TABLE XXIII
CHAIRMEN MEMBERSHIP VS. PERCENTAGE OF LOBBYIST
BILLS INTRODUCED IN HOUSE

% of Membership

% Lobbyist Bills Introduced

Chairmen

14.3%

27.8%

Non-Chairmen

85.7

72.2

(100.0%)
98

(100.0%)
126

N=

TABLE XXIV
CHAIRMEN MEMBERSHIP VS. PERCENTAGE OF LOBBYIST
BILLS INTRODUCED IN LEGISLATURE

% of Membership

% Lobbyist Bills Introduced

Chairmen

17.0%

28.4%

Non-Chairmen

83.0

71.6

(100.0%)
147

(100.0%)
204

N=

When the two houses are combined in Table XXIV, the effect
of the House is still apparent.

Chairmen in the legislature as

a whole constitute 17.0 percent of the membership, but introduce
some 28.4 percent of the "Lobbyist" bills introduced in the 1969
session.

Again, this amounts to almost twice the strength for

committee chairmen than their numbers warrant.
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In answering the basic question posed above, it seems evi
dent that chairmen do introduce more legislation in the source
category of "Lobbyist" than their numbers would seem to indicate.
This is especially true in the House of Representatives and the
Legislature, but only qualifiedly the case in the Senate.
Returning to the influence of occupation, the next question
posed is whether lawyers in the North Dakota Legislature intro
duce more legislation proportionate to their numerical strength
than do other occupations.

Jewell and Patterson discuss the

"overrepresentation of lawyers as an occupational group in the
legislature" at length.

They note that lawyers are not only

overrepresented, but have greater influence in the legislative
process than other occupational groups.

The data presented below

will attempt to show the influence of lawyers in the North Dakota
Legislature through the legislation they introduce.
In analyzing Table XXV, it becomes quickly apparent that
lawyers in the North Dakota Senate comprise only 15.6 percent of
the membership, yet they introduced 35.5 percent of the legis
lation in the Senate.

In other words, they introduce over twice

as much legislation as their numerical strength alone would ac
count for.
In contrast, both the business/professional and farmer
categories actually introduced a lesser percentage of legislation

^Malcolm E. Jewell and Samuel C. Patterson, The Legislative
Process in the United States (New York: Random House, 1966),
p. 107.
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than their numerical strength would indicate.

It appears ob

vious, therefore, that in the North Dakota Senate, lawyers are
not only overrepresented by occupation, but have greater influ
ence in the introduction of bills.

In order to completely con

firm the previously noted statement by Jewell and Patterson on
the general influence of lawyers in the North Dakota legislative
process, it will be necessary to investigate other aspects of
influence.

This will be done later in this chapter when the

question of pass-fail ratios by occupation is discussed.
TABLE XXV
OCCUPATION OF SENATORS VS. PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED
IN SENATE
% Membership

% Legislation Introduced

Lawyers

15.6%

35.5%

Business/
Professional

51.1

10.6

Farmers

33.3

23.9

(100.0%)
15*

(100.0%)
165

N=

*Four Senators not classifiable under this breakdown.
Table XXVI shows the relevant data for the influence of
occupation on legislation introduced in the North Dakota House of
Representatives.

Lawyers in the House constitute only 2.1 per

cent of the membership which is a considerably lesser proportion
than is the case in the Senate.

Neverthe3.ess, House lawyers
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still introduced nearly three times the legislation their numer
ical strength would appear to warrant.

The business/professional

category, which constitutes only 3 9.4 percent of the House mem
bership, introduced over one-half of the legislation (54.5%)
introduced in the House.

The farmers, however, who constitute

over one-half of the membership (58.5%), only introduced 39.5
percent of the legislation.
TABLE XXVI
OCCUPATION Or REPRESENTATIVES VS. PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED IN HOUSE
OF REPRESENTATIVES

% Membership
Lawyers

% Legislation Introduced

2.1%

6.0%

Business/
Professional

39.4

54.5

Farmers

58.5

39.5

(100.0%)
94*

(100.0%)
468

N=

*4 Representatives not classifiable under this breakdown.

When the data for both houses of the Legislature is com
bined in Table XXVII, it is apparent that lawyers are still very
influential in the area of introduction of legislation.

Lawyers

constitute 6.5 percent of the Legislature, yet they introduced
20.7 percent of the legislation considered.

This is three times

what their numerical strength would seem to indicate should be
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the situation.

The business/professional category introduced a

slightly higher percentage of legislation than their numerical
strength, while the farmer category introduced considerably less
legislation than their numerical strength would evidence.
TABLE XXVII
OCCUPATION OF LEGISLATORS VS. PERCENTAGE OF
LEGISLATION INTRODUCED IN LEGISLATURE

% Membership

% Legislation Introduced

6.5%

Lawyers

20.7%

Business/
Professional

43.2

47.6

Farmers

50.3

31.7

(100.0%)
139*

(100.0%)
933

N=

*8 Legislators not classifiable under this breakdown.
With the above data in mind, it seems fair to state that,
in the North Dakota Legislature, lawyers have considerably more
influence in the area of introduction of legislation than their
numerical strength would appear to warrant.

This is the case in

both houses, but especially so in the Senate where the ratio is
two-to-one.

Although the ratio is three-to-one in the House,

the figures are a much smaller part of the total and, therefore,
seem less significant.
Another aspect of influence is the success of a legislator
in obtaining passage of legislation he introduces into law.

The
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following data in Tables XXVIII, XXI.X, and XXX look into the
pass-fail ratios of the three occupational groups previously
outlined in the Senate, House, and Legislature, respectively.
The data presented in Table XXVIII for the Senate shows
that lawyers had a considerably higher rate of success (66.1%),
in having their legislation passed into law than did the other
two occupational groups.

The business/professional category

only achieved a slightly better than fifty-fifty rate of success,
while the farmer category actually had more of the legislation
they introduced defeated than passed into law.

Not only, then,

do lawyers have more influence in the Senate in the area of
legislation introduced, but also in achieving passage of such
legislation into law.
TABLE XXVIII
PASS-FAIL RATIOS BY OCCUPATION FOR THE SENATE
Lawyer

Business/Professional

Farmer

PASS

66.1%

55.6%

48.6%

FAIL

33.9

44.4

51.9

N=

(100.0%)
165

(100.0%)
189

(100.0%)
111

X2 = 8.78

p <"02

d.f. = 2

Table XXIX presents the data on success ratios for the
Mouse of Representatives.

From this data the only valid conclu

sions that can be drawn because of the low chi square value

66

indicated is that the statistics could be the result of chance.
It would appear on the surface that lawyers in the House have a
much lower rate of success in having their legislation passed
into law than in the Senate, while the farmer category has a
much better rate of success than in the Senate.
TABLE XXIX
PASS-FAIL RATIOS BY OCCUPATION FOR THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Lawyer

Business/Professional

Farmer

PASS

M-6.4%

51.4%

60.5%

FAIL

53.6

48.6

39.5

N=

(100.0%)
28

(100,0%)
255

(100.0%)
185

X 2 = 4.43

p <^20

d.f. = 2

Table XXX combines the data from the two houses.

From it

there appears to be a higher rate of success in the lawyer cate
gory than in the other two categories.

It must be noted, how

ever, that the data is not really statistically significant, and,
therefore, no really valid comparisons can be made as to the
relative rates of success by the three occupational groups in
the Legislature as a whole.
In considering the general question of rate of success in
passing legislation into low by the various occupational groups
as a part of influence, therefore, only limited conclusions may
be drawn.

In the North Dakota Senate lawyers apparently do have
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a very high degree of success in this area, especially when com
pared to the other two categories.

In the House of Representa

tives and the Legislature as a whole, however, no really valid
points can be made because of the lack of statistical signifi
cance .
TABLE XXX
PASS-FAIL RATIOS BY OCCUPATION FOR THE
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

Lawyer

Business/Professional

Farmer

PASS

63.2%

53.2%

56.1%

FAIL

36.8

46.8

43.9

N=

(100.0%)
193

(100.0%)
444

(100.0%)
296

X2 = 5.50

p <T10

d.f. = 2

George B. Galloway in his study of the legislative process
in Congress notes that "for most measures introduced, members are
merely conduits for the executive departments, private organiza
tions, and individual constituents."7

With this in mind, the

next point to be raised in this study is to determine, if pos
sible, whether North Dakota legislators also are primarily con
duits for executive and judicial departments, lobbyists, and
individual constituents.

For this purpose the conduit category

7George B. Galloway, The Legislative Process In Congress
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1955), p. 38.
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shown in Table XXXI consists of all legislation classified by
the survey as originating in one of the following categories:
"Executive Branch," "Judicial Branch," "Lobbyist," or "Con
stituent Request."

The remaining legislation was placed in

the Legislators Own Involvement category.

Table XXXI shows

the data on this point.
TABLE XXXI
PERCENTAGE OF LEGISLATION INTRODUCED BY LEGISLATORS
ACTING AS CONDUITS IN THE TWO HOUSES OF THE
NORTH DAKOTA LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
Senate

Legislature

House

Conduits

5M.0%

59.1%

56.6%

Legislators Own
Involvement

46.0

40.9

43.4

N=

(100.0%)
533

(100.0%)
558

(100.0%)
1091

From the data presented in Table XXXI it is clear that
more than one-haIf of the legislation introduced in either house
of the North Dakota Legislature is sponsored by legislators
acting as conduits for the above mentioned groups.

This fact

is also true in the House of Representatives where 59.1 percent
of the legislation introduced is sponsored by legislators acting
as conduits.

The Senate and the Legislature as a whole, however,

also score well over 50 percent on this point.

Apparently, then,

North Dakota state legislators act mainly as conduits for the
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other branches of state government, lobbyists, and constituents
in their legislation introduced, much the same as Galloway states
is the case in Congress.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As was noted earlier, this paper is an attempt to show
some basic data on the sources of legislation introduced in the
Forty-First Session of the North Dakota General Assembly.

Be

cause of the limited scope of the study it is not possible to
make solid conclusions as to the reasons for the data presented.
However, it is possible to make some general statements about
the data.
First, it is quite apparent that legislators rely on their
own ideas as their greatest single source of legislation to be
introduced.

Although this category does not contribute a ma

jority, it is a sizeable proportion (roughly about one-third).
The second major source is the "Executive Branch" category which
accounts for approximately one-fourth of legislation introduced
in both houses.
Second, bills in the source category "Executive Branch"
have the highest pass-fail ratio of the six source categories
used in this study.

As was noted previously, this is probably

a result of the overwhelming Republican majorities in the two
houses of the legislature coupled with a majority of the exec
utive branch agencies and departments being under the control of
Republican officials.

Another possible cause is the fact that
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many of the bills listed in this category are technical in na
ture and therefore do not arouse serious opposition.
Third, North Dakota legislators appear to some degree to
be "trustees" in their introduction of legislation.

Based on

the primary source being that of the "Own Idea" category, this
is especially true of rural House members, House leaders, vet
eran legislators, chairmen, Republicans, and business/professional and farmer/rancher legislators.

Such legislators ap

parently are more secure in their position and feel less de
pendent on other sources,of legislative proposals.

Again, this

must be qualified to the extent that the "trustee" role applies
only to the narrow area of sources of legislation.
Fourth, several groups of legislators introduce signifi
cantly greater propositions of legislation than their numerical
strength would appear to warrant.
legislators, lawyers, and Senators.

These are chairmen, urban
All of these groups, except

urban legislators, are usually conceded to be more influential
in the legislative process.

This study of sources of legisla

tion appears to confirm this point in the North Dakota Assembly
in 1969.
In summary then, this paper has attempted to show some
basic data on the sources of legislation in a given session.
Some general conclusions have been noted above.

The scope of

the study was not enlarged to attempt to discover the causes of
the data forming in the manner that it has.

Rather, it is hoped

that this study will open a new area of scholarly investigation
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not only into the sources of legislation, but the causes for such
patterns as may develop.

Through such study and investigation,

this writer feels that we can understand more about the legis
lative process and the multiplicity of forces which affect it in
one way or another.

Such an understanding is necessary for in

telligent government and for intelligent participation in that
government by the citizenry at large.

APPENDIX

APPENDIX A

SOURCE OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Proposed
Legislation

Your
Own
Idea

Consti
tuent
Request

Interest
Groups
(Lobbyists,
etc.)

Executive
Branch of
State
Gov't.
(State
Agencies,
etc.)

L.R.C.
Study

Legis.
Audit
and
Fiscal
Review
Comm.

Interim
Study
Comm
issions

Calendar
Summary
Pasted
Here.

)

PLEASE CHECK THE COLUMN WHICH APPLIES TO EACH BILL LISTED

Legis.
Comm.
during
session

Other
(Please
Specify
on
other
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